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as allegedly failing to comply with the written description requirement. In particular, the Office 
claims th cine isn fihc i ttion tha the spla ! rve ra . n ete? 
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of greater than about 0. 1, micron arid less than or equal to about 2 microns. A person of ordinary 
nc r a > iihv v ^ i v ^v,ak a > on Jai 

equal io uhms : ;„k or - . Wordings \pphcnm.s assets that die claimed ranee is supported 
by the specification and s- does noi eoneaaae new a; . k: 
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Im 31 S.P.Q.ld i 766 (Fed. Cii 1987 See MPEP 2 J \l.so, to 
-.s ^i- obviousness its! invention, > the claim linmahons must be taught 

or suggested by the prior art. In re Royka. 490 F.2d 98 J, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). See 
MPEP 2143 .03 , 

v I „\ ban tbo itO.hni i v s < L s j < 
"" e - v toa h s i „ o ! s ^ >. t 1 i 

Padmre teaches a process in which coating;:; are deposited asi ng solution precursor plasma spray 
SPPS claims th |he most ira s heae coatings | 

2(a)] the absesa eaa . kgradij \ 

i _ t ■>■> 22Moi p adnre Paan ( , \-> 
3(a) as ''once .again showing a complete lack of Aspiaf 1 i. 1 *v.k (emphasis added) 

. ,\ r !' 'ii j Qui Pad ate to > s i s 
o\'s < . ^ m < -p' J- nu>k .vblbi U \ , as a osc 

mom < v us 

SPPS p; .s.o^. omnnm plan lire i\ u \<-aU\ sc\ cud hundreds oi mieroas lone PaUturc 
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one mierostruciare disclosed in Padture is a J < large a \ v. s i particle (about <> < 
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i • a >n that the tailinc 
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Examinee Applicants have enclosed herewith definitions of ""grain" and "'spiaf" obtained from 
Davis, jp. cd. Handbook of Thermal Spray Technology. Material Parks. Ohio: ASM 
hmneaexia' N A<u 5 . * sr. ; --agc P>''' - <t tie^ r v ""^min" \ \kfn^\] us a indiv ah J crystal in 
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in Padture would not be considered splats by a person oi 'ordinary skill in the an. Moreover, to 
si i ^ s h „\ s cants would lift kc udogy i e Examiner can more easil) 
p i dat k rm ionof splatLssiarilartoihrowmgasnowb lag is wai 
which results in the snowball being flattened \\ hen a particle is plasma sprayed on a substrate, it 
is accclccakd and melted as is passe- U< » s ^ t v. and it ibttens like «i snnuball ndten it 
impacts the substrate ben -i\ hardenasa aga a Based on tin. t'oregoing \pniu ants ussert thai the 
. ^ s. _ - t , 1 adturc would not be considered a splat size. 

> v. > u a i k! t a 1 \ ^ c s i uau t 

in the raevoaob sacnbucb V" bids ; 1.1 V' I Vcbuatum are not ■,.o:sranT.oa;ik' v si u tin chums. 

V V 1 s d' s ! I ' ' '< s , > 

explains why the bounded" aggregate shown in Figure 4(a) ofPadture would not. be considered a 
spia has tag the ck mob dune nanus as a niended b> the I < unmet In the ( rffice Action dated 
November 1 S ; 2 0< Di Gell describes tow a col im t fracture scharacts isfie ; a splat 

< o ^ ^ u uc ' in (in! ' ! s nu iv viuli 
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claims to include a columnar-grain structure before the Examiner will take Dr. Gelbs declaration 
v , „ , ». i n i\d ucTCvvctfuih icquc t'kUiid \ n- s v t* . ' s 

! ■ , v amm <n> the seo 1 r. i dtik > dungs o 
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>g rejection applied to independent Claims lb and 37 and dependent 
6, 38-40, and 43-52, which depend therefrom. 
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Seen r; d 3 5 Id S ad . J . j 0 3 ta y Rascal on 

Claims 59-60 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
■"an, s i k. vu a i> ' ( ev ( S 
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Independent Claim 59, which pertains to a coating comprising spiais, includes the 
Uniiuuion due. ^oxaier dun ooauu a at ma ouC >n d;e \p.at\ are :sdun. tea a:g .-a; aserugc 
„ , , ^< .i ^ v v mr di > nd ies- hen i .ou ! i" -hoa' u!t\> As 

described above, Padture fails to teach or suggest this particular splat size, (dhow also foils to 
v k \ n « s > i I -pan t, we In contrast, Chcv* Hscloses that, conventional 

, < \ a>\ nk i lie v t . 'it 

of Chow), which would be greater than 2 microns. Moreover, Chow describes a thermal spraying 

, ! p CO NO s «» eidOOil * O < - ' 1 A 1 >UlK< 
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o v s \o i in mui s j i > ft. i i el i, 

about 0.1 micron, which is outside the claimed splat size. 

Based on urn foregoing remarks. Applicants respeeouby request o m ami 
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If there are any addidonai charges u respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 
v \ v N •> ■> av \>< ( 



0,^0^ I'i v v ;\a,h 



CANTOR COLBORN LLP 



By: /Michelic L, Jlendersoo/ 
Michelle L Henderson 
Registration No. 42,654 

Date: July 13, 2007 
CANTOR COLBIIRN LLP 
55 GniLn Road South 
Bloamfield, CT 06002 
Telephone (404) 607-9991 

Customer No.: 23413 
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